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Applicants' response of 3/28/08 has been considered with the following results. 
In response to applicants' arguments the FINALITY of the previous OA is hereby withdrawn, the 
amendment of 3/28/08 has been entered and the following action is taken. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found in a prior 
Office action. 



1. Claims 1-5, 15, 16,18,27,28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over either Ogihara (either US 6868501 or EP 1191529) either further considered with EP 1041553. 
The following analysis is made. 



Claim 1 

A recording medium type discriminating apparatus, 
comprising: 



Ogihara 
abstract/title 



a radio frequency (RF) amplifier to output 
a signal based on light reflected from a 
recording medium; 

a wobble amplitude detector to detect an 
amplitude of a wobble formed on the recording 
medium based on an output signal of the RF amplifier; and 

a system controller to discriminate a recording medium type 
of the recording medium by 

comparing the wobble amplitude with a pre-set wobble 
amplitude reference value. 



see figs. 1 & 2, & element 9 



above figs. & element 118 



Controller 15/see secondary reference 



As analyzed above the above system discriminates medium type by having the appropriate RF 
output signal detected, a wobble signal detector ability and appropriate comparison. 

As further disclosed, the comparison of the reference values are made with respect to each other 
and appropriate determination made in response thereto. 

In the prior art of EP 1041553 (see the US equivalent patent 6816443) operates by appropriately 
detecting the rf signal, and amplitude thereof. Furthermore, the output signals are processed and 
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compared to various pre-stored levels - see the discussion wrt figures 3A-C in either the Ep or US 
document. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system of Ogihara with the teaching from the 
secondary reference (Hwang) motivation is to properly obtain a disc discrimination predicated upon 
alternate equivalent signal processing methods using comparison of selected signals with pre-stored 

values. The examiner concludes that whether one compares the signal of interest with each other to 
make a determination, or alternatively to compare with pre-stored values indicative of the set of media is 
merely an obvious selection between alternatives with no unexpected results occurring. 

The method limitations of claim 15 are met when the above system operates. 

With respect to claim 34, the record medium provided is interpreted to have computer readable 
code thereon. 

With respect to claim 2, as disclosed such is present, push-pull wobble detector. 

With respect to claims 3,4,5,16,18,28 and 30, such are inherently resent, i.e., see the discussion 
starting at col. 3 line 13 as well as the description of figure 3 in the base reference. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/28/08 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Applicants' attention is again drawn to the base system of Ogihara starting at col. 4 line 32 and continuing 
to col 5, line 34 as well as the description of figure 3 (element 118). 

As noted therein, the detected amplitude values are compared to one another to see what their 
relationship is, i.e., which one is greater than the other. Upon such a comparison, the system then known 
what type of disc the system presently has - i.e., if LV1 , then it is a DVD-RW and if LV2 is higher than it is 
a DVD+RW. The examiner interprets such as an indirect comparison with respect to reference values. 

The secondary reference to Hwang compares the amplitude value/level of the detected rf 
envelope signals to pre-stored reference values - see the discussion starting in col. 4 lines 40+. 

The examiner then concludes that one of ordinary skill in the art, with these two systems known 
to him, would consider it an obvious modification to compare the appropriate wobble signal (from 
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Ogihara) not against each other and then yielding a disc determination, but rather a comparison to pre- 
stored reference values (from Hwang). Such exchange of comparison protocols (indirect to a reference, 
vs. a direct comparison to reference) is merely a selection of equivalent capabilities - amplitude 
comparisons. 

The examiner concludes that it would be reasonable for one of ordinary skill to expect such 
exchange of system protocols (comparison capabilities) to yield the same result - an indication of what 
type of disc is present. 

Under 103 requirements, it is not physically insertions of one reference into one another. Rather if 
the combined teachings from the references can be reasonable combined in order to meet the claimed 
limitations. The examiner concludes that such is proper and would render the claimed invention obvious. 

2. Claims 6-8,17,19-21,29,31-33,39-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the art as applied to claims as stated in paragraph 1 above, and further in view of Morita. 

With respect to the amplitude value regarding dvd-rw, such is further disclosed in Morita - see 
for instance col. 14, lines 34 plus. 

With respect to dvd+rw, such is of course an agreed upon range (once noting the amplitude 
range for the dvd-rw discussed in Morita. 

Since the claims (as grouped above in the Errata section of the previous OA), refer to various 
nm values, such values are within the range stated in the Morita reference - again note col. co. 14, lines 
34 plus. Selection of any specific value within this range is considered merely an optimization of system 
parameters and obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system of Ogihara with the above teaching from 
Morita in order to set an appropriate threshold value, or range of values that are indicative of the breaking 
point between the dvd-rw and dvd+rw amplitude. Selection of such is an optimization of the system and 
obvious predicated upon the well-known dvd-rw amplitude range. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/28/08 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The 
examiner maintains the rejection. The particular values defined in the above claims are considered within 
the scope of the disclosed reference to Morita, i.e., known to those of ordinary skill in the art, and hence 
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selection of particular values definitive of various different types of discs would be obvious to those of 
ordinary skill in the art to make an appropriate determination valid. 

3. Claims 1,2,15 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Watanabe 
further considered with JP 2000-285582. 

The examiner is not providing a copy of the above noted JP document, since the US equivalent 
to such- Hwang - US 6816443 has been previously provided. 

Watanabe describes an amplitude detection capability for the wobble signal - see for instance, 
the disclosure starting at col. 23 line 47, wherein such detection can distinguish between various DVD 
discs. There is no clear depiction of what the ref. value can be. 

As noted in the above secondary reference, comparisons with pre-stored RF signals (since they 
are different for various types of discs) are known. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system of Watanabe with the above additional 
teachings from JP 2000-285582, since the use of alternative equivalent comparison protocols is 
considered an obvious choice to one of ordinary skill in the arts. 

Method claim 15 is met when the above combined systems operate, and the product is considered 
met, i.e., there is a record medium in the above combined systems which the examiner interprets as 
meeting the storage medium limitation of claim 27. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/28/08 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. While 
the base reference to Watanabe yields a determination between rom and ram discs, and the additional 
teaching from the JP reference provides for further identification wrt additional types of rom/ram discs, the 
examiner concludes that one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to combine the additional 
teachings from the JP system in order to increase the types of rom/ram discs identifiable and hence 
increase the overall flexibility of the base system. As is known in this environment, dvd rom/rams track 
structure does follow a wobble pattern, and hence the output of the optical detection elements when led 
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to appropriate signal processing circuitry (filters) generate an envelope of the detected signal. Hence 
detection of the envelope yields a detection of the wobble. 

As noted the JP system predicates his disc protocols upon the detection/determination of the 
envelope from the output of the RF amplifier (see the corresponding disclosure in the US pat. Equivalent 
starting at col. 2 line 1 and continuing till col. 3 line 21 . 

4. Claims 5,16 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as 
applied to claims 1,2,15 and 27 as stated in paragraph 3 above, and further in view of Ogihara. 

With respect to the ability of detecting differences between dvd (+), or (-) types of discs, Ogihara further 
teaches in this environment the ability of detecting appropriate wobble signal values for both types of 
discs, -see for instance the disclosure starting at col. 3 line 36 and continuing till col. 5 line 65. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system as stated above in paragraph 3 and 
further modify such with the additional teaching from Ogihara; motivation is to expand the signal 
recognition capability of the base-references. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/28/08 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
These claims fall with their respective parent claims with the additional reliance upon the above noted 
Ogihara disclosure. 

5. Claims 3,4,17,18,29,30-33,38-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the art as applied to claims 1,2,15 and 27 as stated in paragraph 3 above further in view of Ohta. 

With respect to claims 3, 4,17,18,29 and 30 all drawn to a peak-to-peak value of the wobble 
signal amplitude, Ohta teaches in this environment the ability of detecting the amplitude of the push-pull 
signal - see the disclosure with respect to figure 4, and with respect dependent claims 31-44, applicants' 
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attention is drawn to col. to the disclosure starting at col. 4 line 35 plus. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base systems as relied upon above in paragraph 3 
with the above additional teachings from Ohta, wherein the examiner interprets the push-pull signal value 
as described with respect to figure 4 as meeting the claimed peak-to-peak amplitude. Furthermore, 

the selection of the particular claimed values is considered merely an optimization of signal parameters 
and obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 3/28/08 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Again, the examiner is not relying upon a piecemeal reconstruction of the systems, but rather relying 
upon the teachings from the above system(s) in order to meet the claimed limitations. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Aristotelis M. Psitos whose telephone number is (571) 272-7594. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-Thr: 6:00 - 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
William R. Korzuch can be reached on (571 ) 272-7589. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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